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Abstract
Ferguson, Fatima K., Ed.D. The University of Memphis. May 2015. An Analysis of the
Effects of School Climate on School Annual Yearly Progress. Major Professor: Duane
Giannangelo, Ph.D.

With increasing pressures to improve student performance, schools are in need of ways to
positively affect student achievement. The concept of organizational health, which
includes academic emphasis, teacher leadership, resource influence, teacher affiliation,
and administrative leadership, offers educators an opportunity to gauge the climate of
their building and in turn positively affect academic outcomes. Using Hoy and Tarter’s
(1997) concept of organizational health in elementary schools as a conceptual framework,
this study undertook a quantitative approach to examine the relationship between school
climate factors and student achievement gains and decreases using Independent t-tests.
Quantitative analysis revealed a significant relationship between academic emphasis,
teacher affiliation, resource influence, administrative leadership and student achievement
gains and decreases with p-value < 0.01.

Keywords: school climate, organizational health, teacher perceptions, student
achievement, Average Yearly Progress (AYP), elementary school, academic emphasis,
teacher affiliation, administrative leadership, resource support, institutional integrity
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Chapter 1
Introduction
With accountability increasingly becoming the center of schooling evaluation in
the United States, it is imperative that schools address achievement goals in attempt to
reach their Annual Yearly Progress (AYP), the main assessment component of the No
Child Left Behind (NCLB) Legislation. With state standardized tests becoming one of the
key measurements of success, school leaders are turning to standardized test results to
assist in forming decisions and maximizing time and effort in ensuring increased student
outcomes (Ackerman, 2004; Mintrom, 2001; Ravitch, 2010). In addition, current policies
are being led by an increase in federal requirements and national standards. In turn, states
are faced with the challenge of finding ways to meet national standards and maximize
student achievement.
Despite issues that exist on both the national and state levels, public education is
an important part of American society and is a subject of interest to researchers (Burton
& Bartlett, 2009). There is a need for school leaders to understand the factors within a
school environment that may affect students’ performance on assessments. However,
with increased pressure from local, state, and federal levels, schools often find it difficult
to keep up with the demands of achievement goals such as maintaining AYP.
In addition to pressure from outside entities such as state and local governments,
there are several factors that may also influence students’ performance on standardized
tests (Amrein & Berliner, 2003). Sweetland and Hoy (2000) and Tsui and Cheng (1999)
have suggested elements such as school climate and socioeconomic status as factors that
account for student achievement. Socioeconomic status, for example has been shown to
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correlate with high achievement in more affluent schools (Papanastasiou, 2000; Willie,
2001). However, public schools cannot control the economic make up of their
surrounding communities. In addition, research suggests that school climate is another
factor that influences student outcomes and a school’s overall performance (Hoy, Tarter,
& Kottkamp, 1991; Smith, 2002; Goodard, Sweetland, & Hoy, 2000; Hoy & Hannum,
1997; Brand, Felner, Seitsinger, Burns, & Bolton, 2008; 2008; Chen, 2007; Johnson &
Stevens, 2006). Based on studies conducted by Hoy et al. (1991) and Goodard, et al.
(2000), even when variables such as socioeconomic status were ruled out, school climate
was shown to have a direct, positive relationship with the achievement of students. The
relationship of school climate and socioeconomic status may help provide a direction for
improving the practices of schools and for supporting student learning.
School climate has been a subject of interest to educators and researchers for
more than a century (Collins & Parson, 2010); however, it has attracted new attention
during the recent era of effective school research. Thus, in determining factors that
influence school effective, school climate has become of key interest. With an increasing
interest in how school climate affects student outcomes and more specifically how school
leaders can assist in shaping their school’s climate, the effective schools research over the
past three decades has continued to shed light on this subject. In School Climate: The
Interplay Between Interpersonal Relationships and Student Achievement, TschannenMoran, Parish, and DiPaola (2006) provide school leaders with a framework to gain
insight into their schools’ climates, thus making improvements within their schools as
they strive to meet the benchmarks set by state and federal governments.
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According to Hoy and Hannum (1997), the concept of organizational health has
become a metaphor for examining school climate and has provided a simple framework
for improving school organizations. Although the idea of a positive or healthy
organization is not new, like climate, it still seeks to determine organizational outcomes.
The term “organizational health” can be used interchangeably with “school climate”
when referring to the health of a particular organization Hoy et al. (1991).
The concept of organizational health was developed through the research of Hoy
and his colleagues (Hoy & Feldman, 1987; Sweetland & Hoy, 2000) to describe the
concept of organizational climate. Basing their research on the theoretical frameworks of
Parsons, Bales, and Shils (1953) and Miles (1969), Hoy and other researchers established
five dimensions of organizational health. The first is academic emphasis, which refers to
high but achievable goals set for all students, regardless of abilities and respect for
academic success. The second area has been recognized as teacher affiliation, which
refers to a teacher’s sense of connection to the school. Thus, in a healthy school, teachers
would interact in a friendly manner and are dedicated to their students and colleagues.
The third area of organizational health has been identified as resource influence. This
particular component refers to the availability of classroom supplies and instructional
materials. The fourth component is collegial leadership, also known as administrative
leadership. According to Hoy and Feldman (1987), administrative leaders are friendly,
open, and fair all while setting high standards for performance. The last area of
organizational health is institutional integrity. This involves the school’s endurance of
demands placed upon them by teachers and the community. The combination of each of
the aforementioned dimensions describes the concept of organizational health as it relates
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to school climate. Thus, for the purpose of this study, school climate will be used to
describe the health of schools. Schools will be described as having either a healthy or
unhealthy climate. Thus, a school that has good health has a) high academic emphasis, b)
teachers who enjoy and are empowered by their jobs, e) an orderly learning environment,
d) freedom from negative external influences, e) sufficient resources, and f) an effective
instructional leader Sweetland and Hoy (2000).
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this quantitative study is to evaluate the relationship between
school climate factors and student achievement gains and decreases in a southern urban
school system. This relationship was examined by surveying elementary teachers from a
southern urban school district using the Organizational Health Inventory for Elementary
Schools (OHI-E). The survey explores concepts of school climate, including teacher
affiliation and academic emphasis, as well as other aspects surrounding the learning
environment.
In this study, the climate of 15 schools that achieved AYP within an urban school
district, during the 2009-2011 school years were compared with schools that failed to
achieve AYP for the same three consecutive years and were consequently placed on
academic watch by the Mississippi Department of Education.
Significance of Study
In previous studies, organizational health was considered to have a strong
relationship with student achievement (Goodard et al., 2000; Hoy & Hannum, 1997;
Smith, 2002); however, only one study has sought to investigate the relationship between
organizational health and achievement gains (Brown, 2002). Additional research in this
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area will add to the body of research regarding the correlation between gains and
decreases in student achievement and schools’ organizational health. Results of this study
will also assist district leaders in determining specific factors that affect student
achievement.
Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework that guided this study is the research of Hoy and
Tarter’s (1997) work in organizational health in elementary schools. This framework
guided the usage of the OHI-E as the survey instrument used in this study. Data gathered
in the study is also analyzed through the lens of Hoy’s work on organizational health.
The organizational health of a school is suggested as an idea that incorporates
components that support strong schools. This concept can be considered a metaphor for
the climate of the school, a simple framework for improving school organizations (Hoy &
Hannum, 1997). Studies have found a positive correlation between organizational health
factors and student achievement (Anfara, Brown, & Roney, 2003; Browne, 2002; Smith,
2002). Even when strong influential factors such as socioeconomic status were
controlled, organizational health was shown to have a positive relationship with student
achievement. This positive correlation of organizational health and student achievement
provides a direction for improving the practices of schools.
In keeping with the concepts of other researchers, Hoy and Feldman (1987) a)
operationalized the work of Miles (1969), Parsons et al., (1953), and Etzioni (1975) by
combining the characteristics of healthy organizations offered by Miles, b) the problems
that all organizations must solve presented by Etzioni, c) and the methods of control the
organization has over them reported by Parsons et al. (1953). In the merging of the
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aforementioned ideas, Hoy and Feldman (1987) made these ideas applicable to schools.
Through their research, Hoy and his colleagues (Goodard et al., 2000; Hoy & Feldman,
1987; Hoy & Hannum, 1997; Sweetland & Hoy, 2000) have found five dimensions of
organizational health in elementary schools, which fit into three methods of control. The
first method of control is technical. This area deals with the processes of teaching and
learning. The first organizational health characteristic that falls under this area is
academic emphasis, which refers to the school’s expectations of high academic standards
for students of all abilities, extra help for students, and respect for academic success. The
second characteristic under the technical area of control is teacher affiliation. This area
refers to a sense of connection to the institution. Ideally, teachers would relate in a
friendly, enthusiastic atmosphere. The second area of organizational control is
managerial. This area is concerned with the function of the principal. The first
characteristic in elementary schools under this area is resource influence. This involves
the principal’s ability to influence his or her superiors in order to benefit the teachers and
to ensure teachers have materials necessary for their tasks. The second area is
administrative leadership. Administrators are friendly, open, and approachable while
setting high standards for performance. The third and final area of control is institutional
integrity. This is the school’s ability to withstand unreasonable external demands; for
example, those placed by teachers, parents, or community organizations.
Research Questions
To complete this quantitative research study, the following questions were
examined:
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Overarching Question
Is there a statistically significant difference in elementary teachers’ perceptions of
their schools’ overall learning climate as measured by the Organizational Health
Inventory, contingent on their school’s either achieving or not achieving AYP for two or
more consecutive years, within the same southern urban district, for the period 2009 to
2011?
Sub-questions
1. Is there a statistically significant difference in elementary teachers’ perceptions of
their schools’ “academic emphasis” as measured by the Organizational Health
Inventory, contingent on their school’s either achieving or not achieving AYP for
two or more consecutive years, within the same southern urban district, for the
period 2009 to 2011?
2. Is there a statistically significant difference in elementary teachers’ perceptions of
their schools’ “teacher affiliation” as measured by the Organizational Health
Inventory, contingent on their school’s either achieving or not achieving AYP for
two or more consecutive years, within the same southern urban district, for the
period 2009 to 2011?
3. Is there a statistically significant difference in elementary teachers’ perceptions of
their schools’ “administrative leadership” as measured by the Organizational
Health Inventory, contingent on their school’s either achieving or not achieving
AYP for two or more consecutive years, within the same southern urban district,
for the period 2009 to 2011?
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4. Is there a statistically significant difference in elementary teachers’ perceptions of
their schools’ “instructional resource support” as measured by the Organizational
Health Inventory, contingent on their school’s either achieving or not achieving
AYP for two or more consecutive years, within the same southern urban district,
for the period 2009 to 2011?
5. Is there a statistically significant difference in elementary teachers’ perceptions of
their schools’ “institutional integrity” as measured by the Organizational Health
Inventory, contingent on their school’s either achieving or not achieving AYP for
two or more consecutive years, within the same southern urban district, for the
period 2009 to 2011?
Definition of Terms
1. Organizational Health: Organizational health is a metaphor for understanding
school climate. Its factors include academic emphasis, teacher affiliation,
administrative leadership, resource influence, and institutional integrity.
2. Mississippi Curriculum Test (MCT): The MCT is based on the revised statewide
language arts and mathematics curricula. Tests in language arts and mathematics
are administered each year in May to students enrolled in grades 3 through 8. The
results include a numeric scale score and a proficiency level. The proficiency
levels represent standards based on cut scores established by committees of
Mississippi teachers and approved by the State Board of Education. The
proficiency levels are Advanced, Proficient, Basic, and Minimal.
3. Mississippi Assessment and Accountability Reporting System (MAARS):
MAARS is a process for measuring the effects that school systems, schools, and
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teachers have on the academic growth in language arts and math in grades 4
through 8.
4. Academic Emphasis: Academic emphasis is the extent to which the school is
driven by a mission of academic excellence.
5. Teacher Affiliation: Teacher affiliation is an environment in which teachers
possess a strong affiliation with the school as well as feel good about each other,
their job, and their students.
6. Administrative Leadership: Administrative leadership is friendly, supportive
behavior exhibited by administrators.
7. Resource Support: Resource support is the availability of classroom supplies and
instructional materials.
8. Institutional Integrity: Institutional integrity is the protection of teachers from
unreasonable community and parental demands.
Limitations
The following limitations impacted this study:
1. This study focused on one school district and did not include multiple districts
with multiple sets of policies.
2. This study focused on the school climate perceptions of teachers only and did not
include parents, students, or administrators.
3. This study focused only on the climate of elementary grade levels and not middle
and secondary grade levels.
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Review of Literature
Perry (1908) was one of the first educational leaders to explicitly address how
culture affects students and the learning process. However, the rise of the systematic
empirical study of school climate grew out of organizational climate research as well as
studies that involved school effectiveness (Anderson, 1982; Kreft, 1993; Purkey & Smith,
1983; Zullig, Koopman, Patton, & Ubbes, 2010). During the emergence of organizational
climate, researchers in the business field began to recognize the potential benefits of the
idea of organizational climate and began to apply aspects of a positive organizational
climate to the benefit of corporations Hoy et al. (1991). Taguiri (1968), a researcher in
the field of business, defines climate as a particular configuration of enduring
characteristics of the ecology, milieu, social system, and culture. He goes on to explain
the concept by comparing the climate of an organization to the personality characteristics
of an individual. Hoy et al. (1991) make a similar comparison in stating, “climate is to
organization as personality is to individual” (p.4). Hodgetts and Luthans (2003) compare
organizational climate to the weather, stating that it can change from day to day. More
recently, Cohen, McCabe, Michelli, and Pickeral (2009) describe the climate of a school
as the level of safety a school provides, the kinds of relationships that exist within, and
the larger physical environment, as well as the shared vision and participation in that
vision by all. Halpin and Croft (1963) describe climate as being open or closed, as
individuals can be open-minded or closed-mind.
School Climate
Sweetland and Hoy (2000), on the other hand, define climate slightly differently.
They define school climate as “a stable of organizational characteristics that capture the
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distinctive tone or atmosphere of a school” (p. 705). Sweetland and Hoy (2000) examined
four characteristics of the nature of school climate described by Poole (1985). Poole
(1985) identifies climate as (1) a characteristic of the entire organization, (2) collective
perceptions of members, (3) behaviors that are important to its members, and (4)
influences of members’ behaviors and attitudes. Thus, many researchers agree that school
climate consists of an overall understanding within an organization that can have an
impact on the effectiveness and operation of a school (Hill, 2000; Hoy & Hannum, 1997;
Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993; Sweetland & Hoy, 2000).
A number of authors have investigated the effects of school climate on student
achievement (Coleman et al., 1966; Good & Weinstein, 1986; Hoy et al., 2006; Hoy &
Ferguson, 1985; Macneil, Prater, & Busch, 2009; Sweetland & Hoy, 2000; Maslowski,
2001; Mayer, Mullens, & Moore, 2001; Munoz & Dossett, 2001; Wang & Waxman,
1995; Watson, 2000). Based on the studies conducted, school climate has been shown to
positively correlate with student achievement. Schools with a positive school climate
tended to have a positive impact on the achievement of students in a school (Waxman &
Wang, 1995; Mayer et al. 2001; Munoz & Dossett, 2001; Sweetland & Hoy, 2000). On
the other hand, schools with a negative school climate prevented teachers, support staff,
and administration from being able to model positive behaviors in ways that affect
students’ academic achievement (CASEL, 2008).
When school climate was first introduced, the research focused on input and
output processes (Anderson, 1982; Coleman et al., 1966). Researchers were concerned
whether the amount of resources such as money, books, and teacher salaries were related
to the output of the school as it related to student achievement (Jansen, 1995). Coleman et
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al. (1966) and Jencks et al. (1972) conducted landmark studies related to input and output
processes and concluded that the inputs into a school do not make a difference in the
outcomes. Moreover, they determined that the gap that exists in student achievement is
accounted for by socioeconomic factors, race, and other background variables. Thus, the
effects of a school on student achievement when compared to factors such as
socioeconomic status and race were considered insignificant. Even if a school had many
resources, there still would be little to no effect on student achievement if influences such
race and socioeconomic status was present (Coleman et al. 1966; Jansen, 1995).
In another landmark study, Brookover et al. (1978) responded to the assertion
made by Coleman et al. (1966) and Jencks et al. (1972) by indicating that not all changes
in student achievement can be accounted for by factors outside of the control of schools.
As opposed to Coleman et al. (1966), Brookover et al. (1978) showed that schools did
have an impact on student achievement by utilizing one of Coleman’s factors called
student sense of academic futility, which indicate students’ perception of the teachers’
concern for academic achievement. This pioneering research was followed in the decades
to come with more complex studies using multiple regression analyses and hierarchical
linear modeling to factor out variables like socioeconomic status and race (Jansen, 1995).
Even after controlling for external variables such as socioeconomic status and race, there
were still school characteristics such as the availability of instructional material and
pedagogical practices, which consistently predicted student achievement.
Recent literature on school climate focuses on two distinct, but similar metaphors
for organization climate. One of the metaphors derives from a strong empirical
background while the other is based more on theory. Halpin and Croft (1963) propose a
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metaphor that makes a comparison between organizational climate and personality.
Climate is viewed as a continuum ranging from open to closed, similarly to that of a
person who is open or closed-minded. Thus, a school with an open climate welcomes
new ideas from its faculty and staff. It is one in which administrative leadership,
collaborative decision making, and a degree of teacher empowerment are present
Tschannen-Moran (2006). In contrast, a school with a closed climate holds the opposite.
The teachers hold low expectations of their students and disengagement is high. In
addition, Bearden, Spencer, and Moracco (1989) conclude students’ perception of
themselves, along with the school experience are paramount to school values and
practices, since a closed school climate could actually decrease a students’ motivation for
learning. Consistent with the personality metaphor, Halpin and Croft (1963) developed
the Organizational Climate Descriptor Questionnaire (OCDQ), which in turn produced
several studies over the past three decades concerning school climate. Their main goal
was to identify the critical aspects of teacher-teacher and teacher-principal interactions in
schools (Hoy et al., 1991). However, the OCDQ contained many areas of weaknesses that
limited practicality Hoy et al. (1991). For example, Silver (1983) indicates that the
conceptual framework of the OCDQ lacks a clear logic and is cumbersome. The OCDQ
has since been revised and forms the basis for other instruments designed to assess school
climate by way of determining the level of openness among its stakeholders (Hoy et al.,
2002; Tschannen-Moran et al., 2002).
The Concept of Organizational Health
Organizational health, a second metaphor to describe the concept of
organizational climate, was developed by Hoy and his colleagues (Hoy & Feldman, 1987;
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Hoy & Hannum, 1997; Hoy, Tarter & Bliss, 1990). The concept of organizational health
derives from the research of Parsons et al. (1953), Miles (1969), and Etzioni (1975).
Miles (1965) was the first researcher to use the health metaphor in order to study the
properties of schools. He speculated that a healthy organization continues to grow and
thrive over long periods of time. Miles contended that healthy organizations have 10
important dimensions. The 10 dimensions include: goal focus, communication adequacy,
optimal power equalization, resource utilization, cohesiveness, morale, innovativeness,
autonomy, adaptation, and problem solving adequacy. Miles went on to divide the
dimensions into three sets of needs: task needs, maintenance needs, and growth and
development needs. Each dimension correlates with characteristics of a healthy
organization.
The first set, task needs, focuses on three dimensions: goals, communication
adequacy, and equal distribution of power. According to Miles (1965), a healthy
organization has three dimensions that assist teachers and administrators in reaching their
task needs. Regarding goals, there is a need for the goals to be understood, accepted, and
reachable by members of the organization. Regarding communication adequacy, an
organization must have a system in place so that communication travels efficiently and
effectively throughout the group. By utilizing this system of communication adequacy,
organizations are able to identify internal conflicts and promptly address them Hoy et al.
(1991). The last dimension is optimal power equalization, which ensures power and
influence are distributed fairly. This dimension allows for subordinates to feel that they
can influence the decisions of their superiors, and they believe their immediate bosses can
affect their superiors (Miles, 1969).
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Maintenance needs is the second set of needs within a healthy organization. Three
dimensions are included under this category—resource utilization, cohesiveness, and
morals. Resource utilization focuses on organizations using their resources effectively.
When resources are used effectively, there is minimal stress and employees are neither
overloaded nor idle Hoy et al. (1991). Secondly, cohesiveness is concerned with the
organization knowing itself. Members have a strong sense of ownership and what the
organization stands. Morale is centered on an individual’s sense of well-being and
satisfaction within the organization (Miles, 1969).
Growth and development is the final set of needs within an organization. This set
of needs involves change within an organization. There are four dimensions that fall
under this category. Innovativeness is the first dimension. Innovativeness entails the
organization moving toward new goals and inventing new procedures for reaching those
goals. The second dimension is autonomy, which involves an organization remaining
neutral within its environment Hoy et al. (1991). Although control is present, it is only
demonstrated when needed (Hoy et al., 1991). The third growth and development aspect
entails adaption. With adaption, the organization constantly changes based on the
demands of the environment. The last dimension of a healthy organization is problemsolving adequacy. This involves an organization’s ability to solve problems efficiently
and with little or no harm to the organization (Miles, 1969).
Several researchers, including Kimpston and Sonabend (1975) have tried to
convert the concept of healthy schools developed by Miles (1969) into an assessment
device. However, their attempts to develop a reliable and useful instrument failed for a
variety of reasons. It wasn’t until Hoy and his colleagues (Hoy & Feldman, 1987; Hoy &
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Ferguson, 1985; Hoy et al., 1991) began to combine the concepts of Miles (1969) and
Parsons et al. (1953) and Etzioni (1975), did a more practical way come about in order to
measure organizational health. The following section presents a discussion of how Hoy
and Ferguson (1985) applied the work of Parsons et al. (1953) and Etzioni (1975) to
Miles’s (1969) concept of healthy organization.
In order for an organization to survive, grow, and prosper, it must solve the four
basic problems of adaption, goal attainment, integration, and latency (Parsons et al.,
1953). Etzioni (1975) later grouped these four problems into two broader categories of
instrumental and expressive activities. The instrumental activities include adaptation and
goal attainment, both, which involve input and allocation. These actions are used by
schools to accommodate changes in the external environment and to facilitate reaching
goals in the organization. In a school, examples of instrumental activities are
achievement, teaching and learning, and resources for teaching (Uline, Miller, Tschanen
& Moran, 1998).
Expressive activities encourage the meaning of the organization. These activities
contribute to the culture of the organization, its values, and its traditions. Trust and
excellence in the organization are also cultivated within the organization. In a school,
such activities would indicate a sense of academic emphasis, collegiality, ownership in
learning, and commitment to students (Uline et al., 1998). The expressive activities create
solidarity within a school and preserve a unique culture (Hoy & Feldman, 1987). They
contend that schools must obtain adequate resources and accommodate their environment
(adaptation), set and implement goals (goal attainment), maintain solidarity within the
school (integration), and maintain a value system (latency).
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Parsons et al. (1953) speculated that organizations have three methods for
controlling the needs of adaption, goal attainment, integration, and latency. Those three
methods fall under technical, managerial, and institutional levels. Hoy and Feldman
(1987) used the three levels to compare the climate of schools. The technical level is
concerned with the mission of the school and involves the teaching and learning
processes that occur in the institution. Teachers are accountable for ensuring that students
are provided with effective practices. The managerial level focuses on the administrative
functions within a school. The principal allocates resources and coordinate the work
effort; they must find ways to develop teacher’s loyalty, trust, commitment, and
motivation (Hoy & Hannum, 1997). The institution level consists of a connection
between the school and its environment. Schools are faced with the difficult task of
gaining support from the community while still maintaining its integrity against
unreasonable demands (Hoy & Feldman, 1987).
Originally, Hoy and Feldman (1987) narrowed the ten characteristics of healthy
schools first suggested by Miles (1969) to seven: (1) institutional integrity
(autonomy/adaptation), (2) principal influence (optimal power equalization), (3)
consideration (communication adequacy), (4) initiating structure (goal focus), (5)
resource support (resource utilization), (6) morale (morale/cohesiveness), and (7)
academic emphasis (goal focus). In later studies, consideration is often referred to as
collegial leadership, and morale is referred to as teacher affiliation.
Hoy and Feldman (1985) affiliated their seven areas of school health with several
other researchers’ perspectives. This includes Miles (1969) list of ten characteristics,
Parson et al. (1953) four functions, and Etzioni’s (1975) two categories of activities
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assumed to perform them. The technical level of control is aligned with teaching and
learning. It focuses on concepts such as academic press, an orderly learning environment,
morale, and trust. Additionally, two of the seven areas of emphasis fall under the school’s
technical level of control. The first is academic emphasis. This refers to high standards
being set for all students, respect and recognition for student achievements, and an
orderly learning environment. The second is morale. Morale denotes a sense of
collegiality and friendliness among the staff members. In addition, the teachers are
committed to their students and their colleagues, and they are enthusiastic about
performing their jobs (Hoy & Hannum, 1997).
Managerial level of control is concerned with the behavior of the principal. There
are four areas that fall under the managerial level. The first is consideration, which
involves the principal displaying open, supportive, and fair behavior. The second area
involves resource support. This area implies that there is an ample amount of school
supplies and other materials for the teacher. The third area is principal influence. This
area refers to the influence that the principal can have for the betterment of the school.
The last area under the managerial level of control includes initiating structure, which is
task and achievement oriented behavior by the principal, holding high expectations of
success and delineating procedures (Hoy et al., 1991).
The institutional level of control refers to the school’s relationship with its outside
environment. It has to do with the ability of the school to withstand unreasonable
demands placed on it by the outside forces, especially special interest groups (Hoy &
Hannum, 1997).
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The aforementioned explains the three frameworks used in the development of
Hoy and Ferguson’s (1985) concept of organizational health in schools. The instrumental
activities of an organization’s functions n terms of goal achievement and adaption
(Parsons et al., 1953). The expressive activities function as integration and latency
(Parsons et al., 1953). Each function then serves to provide different characteristics of a
healthy school (Hoy et al., 1991; Miles, 1969). The characteristics of healthy schools
offered by Miles are reiterated in Hoy and Feldman’s (1987) research in order to facilitate
the understanding of the relationship of the frameworks to Hoy and Feldman’s
conceptualization of organizational health in schools.
Schools have three levels of control over the seven characteristics of healthy
schools as suggested by Hoy and Ferguson (1985). With a framework for organizational
health based firmly in organizational theories of education and sociology, Hoy and
Feldman (1987) developed a strong theory of what a healthy school would look like.
According to Hoy and his colleague, a healthy school would utilize the technical,
managerial, and institutional levels of control in order to create a healthy climate.
Moreover, both teachers and students would take pride in their school and are committed
to the betterment of the school. The principal is supportive and friendly, thus the school
can survive the demands that may be placed upon it by the community environment. On
the other hand, an unhealthy environment is ineffective in one or more of the
aforementioned areas. This type of environment isn’t conducive for students learning,
teachers working, or parents visiting (Bearden et al., 1989; Hoy & Feldman, 1987; Hoy &
Tarter, 1992). The combination of these areas leads to a healthy school. Hoy and
Feldman (1987) state,
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A healthy school is one in which the technical, managerial, and institutional levels
are in harmony; and the school is meeting both its instrumental and expressive
needs as it successfully copes with disruptive external forces and directs its
energies toward its mission. (p. 31)
Development of the Organizational Health Inventory-Elementary Version
Using the theoretical framework of Parsons et al. (1953), Miles (1969) and
Etzioni (1975), Hoy and other researchers developed the Organizational Health Inventory
(OHI) (Hoy & Feldman, 1987; Hoy & Ferguson, 1985; Hoy et al., 1990; Hoy et al., 1991;
Hoy & Hannum, Hoy & Tarter, 1997; Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993; Podgurski, 1990). At first,
the OHI was used only in secondary schools (OHI-S). However, Hoy and his colleagues
eventually developed an OHI for middle schools (OHI-ML) and elementary schools
(OHI-E) (Hoy et al., 1991; Podgurski, 1990).
Hoy and Ferguson (1985) initially used the first OHI in a pilot study. The first
version consisted of a 95-item survey based upon the original eight dimensions of school
health devised by Hoy and Ferguson: academic emphasis, morale, cohesiveness, resource
support, initiating structure, principal influence, principal consideration, and institutional
integrity. The survey was administered in 72 secondary schools in New Jersey. Hoy and
Ferguson used three criteria in reducing the original 95 items. First they used only items
that received high numbers in one area of organizational health and low numbers in the
other areas. Then, out of the high scoring items, only those that closely related to the
dimensions of organizational health were kept. Lastly, they measured the items using
Cronbach’s coefficient alpha, and only those that did not disrupt the internal validity of
the subtests were retained (Hoy et al., 1991).
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The original 95 items were eventually narrowed to an instrument of 44 items that
measure the seven areas of organizational health. Using data from the original instrument,
(Hoy et al., 1991) where able to factor out some of the areas that measured weak in
organizational health. All of the areas remained the same, but cohesion was not found to
have a significant impact on the instrument. The improved instrument was tested again in
78 secondary schools in New Jersey. Factor analysis of the revised instrument saw a high
reliability in all seven areas of the revised instrument (Hoy et al., 1991).
The OHI-E was first used in a piloted study in elementary schools in 1990. The
original study of the OHI for elementary schools used the original seven areas of a
healthy school (Podgurski, 1990). The original study resulted in differences in the areas
of academic emphasis based upon a sample of 131 teachers. A second pilot was later
conducted after seven new items were created to measure academic emphasis in the
elementary school setting more efficiently. In addition, the new study included a larger
sample of 598 teachers from 41 elementary schools. A final investigation of the OHI for
elementary schools was conducted in 78 diverse elementary schools, ranging from
various socioeconomic levels and regions within the state. Based on the final
investigation of the OHI, it was revealed that principal influence and resource support
combined to form one area named resource influence. Hoy and his colleagues also chose
to rename morale as teacher affiliation because the items in the survey reflected strong
identification with the school, other teachers, and the students (Hoy et al., 1991).
After three piloted tests in elementary schools, five organizational health
dimensions were revealed. Each of the five organizational health dimensions utilized the
frameworks of Etzioni (1975) and the levels of control and functions from Parson et al.
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(1953). Institutional integrity, which is the first level, is a factor that falls under this level,
linking the school to its community. This particular dimension measures the school’s
ability to continue its mission unhindered by its external environment (Hoy et al., 1991).
Teachers are more likely to support the school’s mission when they feel that pressures
from the outside are not influencing decisions within the school.
The second level is the managerial level. Under the managerial level fall two
important dimensions: administrative leadership and resource influence. Administrative
leadership centers on the actions of the principal. Principals treat their teachers equally
and look out for the welfare of the staff in addition to setting high expectations for all
staff (Hoy et al., 1991). Teachers in turn are aware of the expectations and work to
uphold them. Resource influence, the second dimension under managerial influence,
describes principals’ success in acquiring the necessary tools for teachers to be successful
in their classrooms. It also refers to the principal’s influence on superiors to acquire the
necessary resources for the benefit of their school.
The final level of control is technical. The first dimension under this level of
control is academic emphasis. Academic emphasis is derived from teachers’ perceptions
of how well students’ value their schoolwork. This also denotes the ability of a school to
set high expectations of achievement for all students. The overall health of the school
should be high and should be a place where students work hard in their academics. The
second dimension under this level is teacher affiliation. Teacher affiliation is the
strongest factor underlying organizational health (Hoy et al., 1991). This dimension not
only refers to teachers being friendly to one another, but also their commitment to a

22

serious and orderly learning environment. Teachers adjust to change when necessary and
seek to maintain harmony within their organization (Hoy et al., 1991).
Several studies have utilized the various versions of the OHI. For example, Brown
et al. (2003) employed the OHI-Middle Level in a research study involving high and low
performances of middle schools. In addition, Sweetland and Hoy (2000) used a revised
version of both the OHI and OCDQ in order to research teacher empowerment and
organizational health. Licta and Harper (1999) attempted to identify the relationship
between organizational health and school robustness by utilizing the OHI. Tsui and
Cheng (1999) identified a correlation between teacher commitment and organizational
health factors. Similar to school commitment, organizational health has also been shown
to have a relationship with student achievement.
Organizational Health and Student Achievement
Researchers have long sought to identify the relationship between student
achievement, the health of a school, and standardized tests using the OHI (Brown et al.,
2002; Browne, 2002; Podgurski, 1991; Smith, 2002; Sweetland & Hoy, 2000; Valente,
1999). Each study was able to identify a strong correlation between student achievement
and various aspects of organizational health. However, Goodard et al. (2000) were not
able to identify such a correlation. They only focused on the academic emphasis of the
OHI. According to Hoy and Hannum (1997), Podgurski’s (1990) research had several
errors in its design. However, other researchers’ studies conducted have remained
consistent in their findings. Smith, Hoy, and Sweetland (1998), Hoy et al. (1990), and
Valente (1998) found positive correlations among four of the organizational health and
student achievement. In the following section, elementary, middle, and high school
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studies are discussed according to their methods. General findings from each study are
also noted.
Elementary School Level
Two studies were conducted at the elementary school level setting in which the
relationship between organizational health and student achievement were identified.
Browne (2002) determined through a quantitative study of nine elementary schools that
high performing schools generally have healthier climates than low performing schools.
A positive correlation was also found between two organizational health school factors
including institutional integrity and academic emphasis. Although the positive association
of academic emphasis reaffirms the findings of other studies (Hoy & Hannum, 1997; Hoy
& Sabo, 1998; Smith, 2002), the positive correlation with institutional integrity is
inconsistent with other studies. In addition, Podgurski (1990) was unable to demonstrate
correlations between school effectiveness indicators and organizational health factors.
However, it is unclear whether the failure was due to actual differences in elementary
school structures, such as, self-contained classrooms. While studies conducted at the
elementary level remain inconsistent, studies conducted at the middle school level
indicated more positive correlations.
Middle School Level
Several studies were conducted at the middle school level in order to determine if
there was a relationship between the OHI dimensions and scores on achievement tests. In
a quantitative study conducted by Hoy and Hannum (1997), significant correlations were
found among organizational health dimensions and scores on achievement tests. The
analysis was conducted by running a zero order correlation on all of the data. Initially,
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academic emphasis was found to be the only dimension that correlated to math, reading,
and writing achievement. However, after running a multiple regression analysis, it was
revealed that various dimensions (academic emphasis, teacher affiliation, resource
support, and institution integrity) of the OHI had an effect on achievement, independent
of the effects of socioeconomic status (Hoy & Hannum, 1997). Using regression analysis,
the relationship between organizational health and student achievement was examined.
The results indicated a strong relationship between student achievement and academic
emphasis. However, institutional integrity demonstrated a negative impact on student
achievement. According to Ogawa (1996), effective organizations create both bridges and
boundaries between their organization and their external environments. Thus, there are
times when buffering the teaching learning process is useful. In addition, resource
support and principal influence did not have a significant relationship with student
achievement in these subject areas.
Another study, conducted by Hoy and Sabo (1998), focused on the relationships
between the climate dimensions of environmental press, academic press, collegial
leadership, and teacher professionalism. These dimensions were correlated with student
achievement areas in the subjects of math, reading, and writing. After analyses were
conducted, all dimensions of the OHI were found to be significantly correlated with
math, reading, and writing. The following areas including collegial leadership, academic
emphasis, and community influence were found to have made a strong contribution to
student achievement more than any other effects.
In a study conducted by Sweetland and Hoy (2000), an indirect connection was
made between organizational health and student achievement. The organizational health
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of the school was found to have a positive impact on teacher empowerment. A correlation
was also made between student achievement in reading and math and teacher
empowerment. If teachers who are empowered to make professional classroom and
instructional decisions are open and emphasize classroom matters, then they will come to
believe that the faculty, as a collective, has the power to overcome external influences
and in turn successfully educate students (Sweetland & Hoy, 2000). Hence, teacher
empowerment at the school level can be an important factor in enhancing organizational
effectiveness and student academic performance.
Another study conducted by Roney, Coleman, and Schlichtin (2007), examined
the relationship between students’ reading achievement and the organizational health of
middle schools using a mixed methods research design. In this study, researchers focused
on three dimensions of the organizational health framework—teacher affiliation,
academic emphasis, and collegial leadership. Based on their mixed methods research
comparisons, an overall positive relationship between the middle schools’ overall OHI
indicators and reading scores were found. Chester and Beaudin (1996) concluded that
teachers who are provided with opportunities to interact with their peers and their
administrators develop more confidence in their ability to increase student performance
in their classrooms. Thus, it is vital that teachers have professional interactions that focus
on academic matters in order to increase student achievement. Organizational health has
also been positively correlated with student achievement at the high school level as well.
High School Level
Smith (2002) utilized a quantitative study to examine the relationship between
student achievement and health dimensions. Based on the results of the study, four areas
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of positive school climate that were similar to organizational health factors, but not
exactly the same were identified. These include resource support, academic emphasis,
consideration, and initiating structure. Using zero order correlations, significant
correlations were found in the aforementioned areas. This is consistent with earlier
research that found correlations between academic achievement and dimensions of
organizational health (Hoy et al., 1991; Hoy & Sabo, 1998). A regression analysis
performed, indicated a positive relationship between the areas of reading, writing, and
student achievement. Thus, academic emphasis was found to have a significant
independent contribution to student achievement. Smith (2002) concluded that schools
with a strong academic emphasis are ones with achievable goals, teachers who believe in
their students’ abilities to achieve, and students who work hard and respect those who do
well academically. Thus, a healthy school climate is closely correlated with several
positive organizational outcomes such as student achievement, improvement of
instruction, and teacher support.
A quantitative study was also conducted by Uline et al. (1998), in order to
examine the impact of school health on the achievement of students in high school. As a
result, a significant correlation between an overall organizational health score and student
achievement in the areas of reading, math, and writing was found.
Overall Findings
Based on the previously stated research studies, each sought to examine a
relationship between student achievement and the health of a school. Each study found
that academic emphasis, teacher affiliation, and resource support positively affected
student achievement; however, institutional integrity negatively affected student
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achievement in most of the studies. Academic emphasis was one of the most dominant
dimensions affecting student achievement, even when controlling for socioeconomic
status. Because of the negative correlation with institutional integrity, Hoy and Hannum
(1997) theorized that schools with higher achievement levels often have more
involvement from the community. They also pointed out that although teachers preferred
to not be concerned with the community, it was usually associated with positive
outcomes. Hoy and Hannum (1997) believe that it is important for teachers to know the
positive outcomes of parental involvement. Although such involvement threatens the
institutional integrity of the school, it should be welcomed and cultivated for the best
possible results (Hoy & Hannum, 1997). Using the results of the previous studies, Hoy et
al. (2006) went on to develop the idea of faculty trust, which refers to the teachers’
perception that students and parents will act in good faith.
Another outcome involves the impact of the principal on student achievement. In
Hoy and Feldman’s organizational health framework, the principal was found to bear
most of the responsibility for the managerial area of the OHI. In addition, the principal
influence on the achievement of students was indirect (Browne, 2002; Goodard et al.,
2000; Smith, 2002; Sweetland & Hoy, 2000). In support of previous studies, Smith
(2002) suggested that principals support teachers by protecting teachers from
unreasonable demands and using their influence in order to obtain resources for their
schools.
Browne (2002) and Podgurski (1990) are the only researchers thus far who have
focused on the correlation between organizational health dimensions and school
effectiveness in elementary schools. Browne was able to identify a relationship between
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school effectiveness and academic emphasis, teacher affiliation, institutional integrity,
and the overall health of the organization.
OHI and Its Relationship to Student Achievement
The following section outlines studies that have linked individual aspects of
organizational health (academic emphasis, teacher affiliation, resource influence,
administrative leadership, and institutional integrity) with student achievement being
examined. While effective schools are characterized by much more than standardized test
scores (Green, 2000; Reynolds, Teddlie, Creemers, Scheerens, & Townsend, 2000; Uline
et al., 1998), this study focuses on student achievement scores, specifically AYP scores.
Academic Emphasis
Of the studies presented, one of the strongest correlations with student
achievement occurred in the academic emphasis in the schools (Brown et al., 2003;
Browne, 2002; Hoy & Hannum, 1997; Hoy and Sabo, 1998; Hoy et al., 2006). Thus,
schools that have high expectations for their students and maintain an orderly
environment see higher student scores on achievement tests (Goddard et al., 2000).
Goodard et al. (2000) used this particular finding to conduct a quantitative correlation
study and found strong positive correlations between academic emphasis in a school and
the math achievement of its students. In addition, several researchers (Cawelti, 1999;
Glidden, 1999; Licta & Harper, 1999) have discovered positive correlations between
academic emphasis and student achievement. Thus, academic emphasis is vital in
determining student achievement of a school.
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Administrative Leadership
Unlike academic emphasis, there has been some disagreement as it relates to the
impact administrative leadership has on academic achievement. Andrews, Basom, and
Basom (1991), Cohen (1987), Glidden (1999), and Valente (1999) all agree with the
potential impact that administrators have on a school. However, they all assert that there
is an indirect relationship between administrative leadership and student achievement. On
the other hand, Hallinger and Heck (1996) found mixed results from research of the
principal’s impact. Nevertheless, they determined that the more advanced the methods of
research, the more likely the principal was seen to have influence on student achievement
outcomes.
Institutional Integrity
Institutional integrity has shown to have results similar to academic emphasis as it
relates to student achievement. There is a general consensus among researchers that the
more parents are involved in the schooling process, the better a student will perform
(Mau, 1997; Wang & Wildman, 1996). Although schools are constantly improving their
efforts to involve parents in the school community, they must also protect themselves
from unreasonable pressures and demands made by the school community (Hoy &
Ferguson, 1985). Hoy and his colleagues later found stronger correlations between
faculty trust, faith of the teachers that the parents and students will act honestly and
openly, and student achievement (Hoy et al., 2006).
Resource Influence
Unlike the previous aspect, resource influence and its relationship with student
achievement have been disputed among researchers. The two landmark studies of
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Coleman et al. (1996) and Jencks et al. (1972) found no correlation between increased
resources in schools and student achievement. Sutton and Soderstrom (1999) partially
supported some findings of Coleman et al. (1966) and Jencks et al. (1972) by stating that
factors such as dropout rates, attendance, race, and socioeconomic status account for
more variance in student achievement than factors such as student/teacher ratio and per
pupil expenditure. However, Brookover et al. (1978) disputed this claim by asserting that
the amount of resources does influence student achievement as well as their effective and
efficient use. Figlio (1999) discovered that some variables under the resourceful
principal’s control could affect student achievement. For example, lower class size can
positively influence student achievement scores. Nevertheless, each research contends
that resources are a necessary component at every school.
Teacher Affiliation
Research on the influence of teacher affiliation is not as consistent as research on
academic achievement. Studies reveal that there are still positive relationships with
student achievement (Glidden, 1999; Nir, 2002; Strahan, Carlone, Horn, Dallas, & Ware,
2003). Yet most of the studies assert that the impact from teacher affiliation on student
achievement is indirect (Nir, 2002; Strahan et al., 2003). One study (Driessen & Sleegers,
2000) suggests that teacher affiliation has no impact on student achievement, thus there is
no correlation.
Mississippi Assessment and Accountability Reporting System (MAARS)
The Mississippi Assessment and Accountability Reporting System (MAARS) is a
set of accountability measures set out by legislative, as well as, the NCLB Act of 2001.
MAARS apply to all public schools and districts within the state of Mississippi. It is
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based upon the state’s content achievement standards, measures of academic achievement
that are considered to be valid and reliable, and additional key indicators of school
district performance such as graduation rates and attendance (Mississippi Public School
Accountability Standards, 2012).
This mandatory testing requirement for all schools and school districts in the state
of Mississippi, including public and private schools, governs all general regulations for
district and school performance (Mississippi Department of Education, Office of
Research and Statistics, 2006). However, district and school are responsible for technical
characteristics of the accountability system. Each district and school must adhere to a
rigorous process that must be developed and tested under the leadership of the
Mississippi Department of Education and the Commission on School Accreditation.
Lastly, the State Board of Education must approve the process.
The current accountability system took three years to develop, with revisions
taking place in 2006 and 2007. The new accountability system was finally implemented
during the 2007-2008 school year. During the implementation, new assessments were
developed and piloted in Mississippi schools. The current accountability (based on the
revised curriculum and new assessment) was developed in 2008 and 2009 and
implemented for the first time during fall 2009 (Mississippi Department of Education,
Office of Research and Statistics, 2006).
Background of MAARS
The state of Mississippi developed new curriculum frameworks and assessment
programs after the passing of the Education Reform Act of 1982. The Education Reform
Act of 1982 provided the drive for development of a new performance-based
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accreditation system to emphasize the outcomes of education, specifically those related to
student achievement (Figlio & Loeb, 2010). During the spring of 1987, the first
statewide administration of the new curriculum framework was used, followed by the
development of the Mississippi Performance Based Accreditation System. In October
1988, Mississippi’s first accountability system, and one of the first in the country was
developed. The new accountability system contained a few errors including its limitation
to only district and not school level and its limited number of competencies (Mississippi
Department of Education, Office of Research and Statistics, 2006). The system was later
revised in 1994.
In 1994, legislators passed the Improving America’s Schools Act (IASA). The
newly enacted legislation maintained emphasis on student achievement and mandated
that the Mississippi State Board of Education strengthen and expand the performance
accreditation system (IASA, 1994). The 1994 legislation required the system to include:
rigorous minimum standards; levels about the minimum that demand high performance;
and strict accountability measures for districts that fail to meet minimum standards. Like
the previous accountability system, the new system focused only on district data;
however, the accreditation levels were adjusted. The new accreditation included five
accreditation levels: level 1 (low performing), level 2 (under-performing), level 3
(successful), level 4 (exemplary), and level 5 (superior performing) (Mississippi
Department of Education, Office of Research and Statistics, 2006). The second system
was implemented in Mississippi school districts until 1999.
In 1999, the Mississippi Student Achievement Act was passed, requiring
Mississippi to make additional changes to its accountability system. Under the new
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legislation, new criterion-referenced assessments were developed to coincide with the
new curriculum. During this time, a new accountability system was also developed that
included district data, as well as, school data. This legislation also required the
Mississippi State Board of Education to set annual performance standards for each of the
schools in the state and to measure the performance of each school against itself, using
student growth and performance measures (Mississippi Public School Accountability
Standards, 2012). Thus, the new system consisted of two new focal points: achievement
and growth. The third accountability system was used during 2004 and 2007 school
years.
Measures Used in MAARS
MAARS use results from the statewide assessments and data on school
completion (Mississippi Public School Accountability Standards, 2012). Only a cohort of
students is tracked over a 5-year period for student level information.
There are three main assessments that are used in the statewide accountability
system. These include the Mississippi Curriculum Test—2nd Edition (MCT 2), Subject
Area Testing Program (SATP), and the Mississippi Alternate Assessment of Extended
Curriculum Frameworks (MAAECF) (The School Accountability Model, 2006).
The MCT2 tests students in grades 3 through 8 in areas of language arts and
mathematics each year in May. Both the numeric scale score and a proficiency level are
used to calculate results. The proficiency levels consist of Advanced, Proficient, Basic,
and Minimal.
The SATP consists of end of the school year course tests in the following subject
areas: Algebra I, English II, Biology I, and U.S. History. Results include a numeric scale,
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a proficiency level, and a pass/fail status. All high school students are required to take
and pass the tests in order to obtain a high school diploma. Students may take the test an
unlimited number of times in order to pass; however only scores from the initial test are
calculated in the accountability system (Mississippi Public School Accountability
Standards, 2012).
Students with disabilities who are not able to take regular statewide assessments
take the MAAECF. Only students with significant cognitive disorder disabilities may
take this assessment. This particular assessment includes the subjects of Language Arts,
Mathematics, and Science. Although there are various scoring tables for students in
grades 3 through 8, only the proficiency levels are reported from these assessments.
How MAARS Works
The MAARS consists of three combined components in order to yield an
accountability status, sometimes called a label or rating (The School Accountability
Model, 2006). The components include the following: achievement model, growth
model, and high school completion. Each value of the components is used for assigning
an accountability status to a school or district.
The Achievement Model calculates school or district level performance from the
current year using the data from the MCT2, SATP data, and results from the MAAECF.
The school and district performance is based on the Quality of Distribution Index (QDI)
achieved by the school or district. The QDI measures the distribution of student
performance on state assessments around the cut points for Advance, Proficient, and
Basic Performance (Mississippi Public School Accountability Standards, 2012).
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The growth model evaluates whether or not a school has met or increased its
academic performance from the previous two school years. Data are calculated from the
previous school year and used to predict student performance on state assessments the
following year.
The high school completion component applies only to schools that have a
graduating class of students and serves as a measure of the degree in which students
completed high school (Mississippi Public School Accountability Standards, 2012). Two
measures are used to calculate this component, High School Completion Index (HSCI)
and the Graduation Rate. Students are tracked from 9th grade and continue for 5 years.
MAARS is based on the notion that a student’s academic growth can be measured
by comparing a student’s present academic status to where he or she is after one year of
instruction (Mississippi Public School Accountability Standards, 2012). Moreover, it is
based upon the AYP model that uses both the scale score distribution for a state
assessment and the four defined proficiency levels (Minimal, Basic, Proficient, and
Advanced) for the assessment. Each student’s scale score is used to determine his/her
exact position within the score distribution and to classify students into highest and
lowest performing groups for purposes of accurately assessing achievement gaps
(Mississippi Public School Accountability Standards, 2012). Each student’s assigned
proficiency level is incorporated into a formula for calculating achievement indexes. A
measure of the achievement gap at the school, district, or state is then calculated by
subtracting the achievement index from the lowest performing students from the highest
performing students.
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The focus of this study was to examine the organizational health of elementary
schools in a southern, urban school district in relation to the academic gains made by
students at those schools. Data from the MAARS were used to quantify these gains, as
well as, assist in determining the relationship between student achievement and
organizational health.
Conclusion
The literature review offers a solid base for both the conceptual framework and
instrument used in this study. Hoy et al. (1991) developed the ideas of Parson et al.
(1953) and Miles (1969) into a solid theory of organizational health that has been applied
in many ways to school settings. Previous studies conducted have found significant
relationships between aspects of organizational health and student achievement. The
organizational health of a school is a factor that can affect student achievement in
positive or negative ways. It can also provide insights for leaders into aspects of their
school that could have gone unnoticed. Lastly, organizational health can be used as an
instrument for school reform (Hoy & Hannum, 1997). Several studies have investigated
the relationship between organizational health and student achievement. This study
makes a contribution to that literature. The study was performed at the elementary school
level, where there is a lack of published researched. Secondly, this study looked at the
relationship between organizational health and AYP. This study focused on the gains
schools make with students, and examined student achievement data that relates the study
to previous research.
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Chapter 2
Methodology
Introduction
This chapter discusses the methodology used to successfully complete this study.
The study’s primary purpose was to examine the relationship between student
achievement and school climate. The quantitative design of this study is outlined in this
chapter including details on sample and population, design and process, instrumentation,
data collection, and data analysis.
Population and Sample
In this quantitative study, the initial sampling process began with a purposive
sampling. The researcher intentionally identified the elementary schools from the
population of all elementary schools within a specific urban school district. Thus, the
sample began with 15 elementary schools chosen based upon their status of achieving
AYP, or not achieving AYP for the 2009-2011 school years. The process of selecting
elementary schools that achieved AYP for this study was based on the school achieving
AYP for two or three years in a row. However, schools that did not achieve AYP were
selected on the basis of achieving AYP one time out of a three-year period. As a result,
seven schools were selected as schools that achieved AYP and 8 schools were selected as
not achieving AYP during the 2009-2011 school years.
A letter (Appendix A) and an IRB approval from the University of Memphis
(Appendix B) was emailed to the data coordinator of the southern urban school district in
order to obtain permission to distribute surveys within the school district to teachers.
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Upon approval (Appendix C), the researcher distributed hard copies of the approval letter
along with the flyer (Appendix D) containing information about the study.
Instrumentation
One survey instrument (Appendix E) was selected for this study. In addition,
demographic information was collected from the individual respondents for descriptive
and comparative purposes. The OHI-E was selected because it was used to measure five
dimensions of the schools’ climate as perceived by the teachers from the participating
schools. The secondary data used in this study are from the archives of the Department of
Education, 2009-2011. Data retrieved were used to analyze APA from selected schools.
Organizational Health Inventory for Elementary Schools (OHI-E)
The 37-item OHI-E was developed by Hoy and Feldman (1987). The construct
validity from this instrument was determined using multiple samples (Hoy et al., 1991;
Hoy & Tarter, 1992, 1997). For the purpose of this study, the OHI-E was used to measure
school health based on current perceptions reflected in the responses recorded by each
teacher. The teachers’ perceptions were then scored with the five OHI-E dimensions with
the following reliability: Institutional Integrity (.90), Administrative Leadership (.95),
Resource Influence (.89), Teacher Affiliation (.94), and Academic Emphasis (.87).
Each participant responded to the instrument items by choosing one of four
categories: rarely occurs, sometimes occurs, often occurs, or frequently occurs. Rarely
occurs received a score of 1; sometimes occurs, 2; often occurs, 3; and very frequently
occurs, 4. This applied to all items except 6, 8, 14, 19, 25, 29, 30, and 37, which were
reversed-scored. Each item was scored for each individual respondent, and then an
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average for each item was taken from all of the item responses of the school’s teachers to
obtain the school item score.
Although Z scores are usually used to obtain a standardized comparison, this was
not the case for this study. Standardized scores had to be calculated in order to use the
formula for calculating each school’s Organizational Health (OH) Index. To obtain an
OH Index for each school, the following formula was applied: Health Index (HI)=[(SdS
for Dimension 1)+ (SdS for Dimension 2)+ (SdS for Dimension 3)+ (SdS for Dimension
4)+ (SdS for Dimension 5)]/5. After the OH Index had been calculated, scores were
interpreted using a conversion table created by the developer.
A participant’s demographic portion was also included as part of the online
survey and was completed by each individual respondent at the same time as the OHI-E
was completed. Survey items included gender, ethnic group, subject/grade taught,
educational level, and total years of teaching experience. The demographic data provided
in the results section describes the participants statistically and test for possible
differences among other variables. The data provided in the next chapter describe the
participants statistically and test for possible differences among other variables.
Design and Process
This quantitative study used a correlational research approach to investigate the
relationship between teacher perceptions of school climate and academic achievement.
The data collected were used to determine if a relationship existed between the two
variables. The scores derived from the data obtained from the teachers’ individual
responses were correlated.
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Data Collection
School climate and demographic data were collected during the 2014 spring
semester from elementary school teachers in a southern urban school district. The school
district was asked electronically for permission to contact 15 elementary schools. After
receiving permission from the district, the researcher issued flyers to teachers of 15
elementary schools containing the survey link along with additional information about
the survey. The flyer requested their participation in the study and provided them with a
link to the website where the survey was housed. The online survey software called
“Survey Monkey” was used for data collection. Upon clicking the link, participants were
taken to the “Survey Monkey” website. Once the survey was complete, participants
clicked a “submit” button that allowed survey results to be stored in a secure electronic
database for the study. The software recognized any responses left blank. Incomplete
survey data from participants were not used in the survey results.
Data Analysis
The online electronic survey system enabled the researcher to have instant access
to data and to electronically transfer the data from the survey system directly to SPSS
version 21 (SPSS Inc. Armonk, NY, USA). The SPSS software was utilized to analyze
the data.
The online electronic survey system enabled the researcher to have instant access
to data and to electronically transfer the data from the survey system directly to SPSS
version 21 (SPSS Inc. Armonk, NY, USA). The SPSS software was utilized to analyze
the data.
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Independent t-test samples were used to look more closely at the relationship
between school climate and student achievement. The use of t-test samples as a tool
helped to determine whether the sample mean difference obtained is a difference between
schools that did and did not achieve AYP. More specifically, the t-test evaluated the
mean differences between the two sets of schools using data from two separate samples.
Summary of Chapter
This chapter outlined the research methods used to complete this study. It
included the research design, instruments, population and sample selection, data
collection, and data analysis. The following chapters present an analysis of the data based
upon scores on the OHI-E instrument. Conclusions and recommendations were then
asserted based on the findings and results of the data analysis.
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Chapter 3
Findings
The chapter opens with discussions of demographic information retrieved from
the OHI-E. Responses from the sample taken are presented in tables, indicating teachers’
perceptions of academic influence, administrative leadership, resource influence, teacher
affiliation, and institutional integrity.
A discussion of quantitative findings is also presented, which addresses the
overarching research question: Is there a statistically difference in elementary teachers’
perceptions of their schools’ overall learning climate as measure by the OHI-E,
contingent on their school’s either achieving or not achieving AYP for two or more
consecutive years, within the same southern urban school district, for the period of 20092011.
Overall Descriptive Characteristics of Participants
Participation in the survey was optional for teachers in the 15 public schools
included in the sample. Of the teachers, responding, 32.3% (55) taught in grades prekindergarten through grade 2, 40.5% (69) taught in grades 3 through 5, and 14.2% (25)
taught in specialty areas (music, library, special education, and physical education).
There were 9.3% (16) teacher respondents that had been teaching for less than 2 years;
22.2% (38) had been teaching for 3-5 years; 24.2% (42) teachers had been teaching for 610 years; 17.5% (30) teachers had been teaching for 11-15 years; and 21.8% (37) teachers
had been teaching for more than 15 years.
Other demographic factors included gender, level of education, and race. In terms
of gender, 15.2% (26) male teachers, and 80% (137) female teachers participated in the
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survey. Eighty teachers completed bachelor’s degrees, and 48.6% (84) had received a
master’s degree or higher. In addition, 27.5% (47) Whites, 67.3% (115) African
Americans, and .12% (2) “Others” took part in the study.
Table 1 provides a complete summary of the demographic characteristics of
participants, including the number and percentage of teachers in each sub group. This
table indicated that the sample taken was balanced in terms of grade level, years of
teaching experience, and level of education.
Descriptive Characteristics of Schools Not Achieving AYP
Descriptive statistics directly related to schools that did not achieve AYP are
shown in Table 2. Table 2 indicates demographic characteristics of schools not achieving
AYP. Based on responses received, 41% (30) teachers taught in grades pre-kindergarten
through second and 45.1 % (31) taught in grades 3-5. There were 9.6% (7) teacher
respondents that had been teaching for less than 2 years; 24.7% (18) had been teaching
for 3-5 year; 27.2% (20) teachers had been teaching 6-10 years; 19.3% (14) teachers had
been teaching for 11-15 years; and 19.3% (14) teachers had been teaching for more than
15 years. With respect to level of education, 46.8% (80) of teachers earned a bachelor’s
degree and 36.3% (62) of teachers earned a master’s degree or higher.

44

Table 1
Overall Demographic Characteristics of Respondents
Characteristic

f

%

Pre-K through Grade 2

55

14.2

Grades 3 through 5

69

32.3

Specialty Area

20

30.2

Less than 1-2 years

16

9.3

3-5 years

38

22.2

6-10 years

42

24.2

11-15 years

30

17.5

More than 15 years

37

21.8

Not Answered

8

4.7

Bachelors’ Degree

80

46.8

Masters’ Degree or Above

62

36.3

Not Answered

9

4.7

Male

26

15.2

Female

137

80

White

47

27.5

African American

115

67.3

Grade Level

Years of Teaching Experience

Level of Education

Gender

Race
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Table 2
Demographic Characteristics of Schools Not Achieving AYP

Characteristic

f

%

Pre-K through Grade 2

30

41.1

Grades 3 through 5

31

45.1

Less than 1-2 years

7

9.6

3-5 years

18

24.7

6-10 years

20

27.2

11-15 years

14

19.3

More than 15 years

14

19.3

Bachelors’ Degree

38

52.1

Masters’ Degree or Above

55

47.9

Male

16

21.9

Female

56

76.7

White

18

24.7

African American

55

75.3

Grade Level

Years of Teaching Experience

Level of Education

Gender

Race
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Descriptive Characteristics of Schools Achieving AYP
Descriptive statistics for AYP achieving schools are presented in Table 3. With
regard to grade level taught, 27.3% (24) teachers taught in grades Pre-kindergarten
through second grade and 42% (37) teachers taught in grades 3-5. As it relates to years of
experience, 10.2% (9) teachers taught less than 2 years; 22.7% (20) taught for 3-5 years;
25% (22) teachers taught for 6-10 years; 18% (16) teachers taught for 11-15 years; and
22.7% (20) taught for more than 15 years. With respect to level of education, 46.8% (80)
teachers earned a bachelor’s degree and 36.3% (62) teachers earned a master’s degree or
higher.
Quantitative Findings
In order to answer the research questions, independent t-tests were used to
evaluate differences on the school climate scales between schools that did and did not
achieve AYP. This section discusses the relationship among each subscale of the
organizational health survey and schools with student achievement gains and decreases.
This discussion is followed by an explanation of the statistical relationship between the
overall OHI-E index and schools with student achievement gains and increases.
overall health of their school compared with schools that did not achieve AYP (M =
451.72, SD = 128.98).
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Table 3
Demographic Characteristics of Schools Achieving AYP

Characteristic

f

%

Pre-K through Grade 2

24

27.3

Grades 3 through 5

37

42

Less than 1-2 years

9

10.2

3-5 years

20

22.7

6-10 years

22

25

11-15 years

16

18

More than 15 years

20

22.7

Bachelors’ Degree

80

46.8

Masters’ Degree or Above

62

36.3

Male

9

10.2

Female

79

89.8

White

28

31.8

African American

57

64.8

Grade Level

Years of Teaching Experience

Level of Education

Gender

Race
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Overarching Research Question
Investigated in the overarching research question was the extent of relationship
between teacher perceptions of their schools’ overall learning climate contingent on their
school’s either achieving or not achieving AYP for two or more years.
A significant inverse relationship existed between the OHI-E index and schools
who achieved and did not achieve AYP (Table 4). Based on the independent sample t-test
conducted, the test revealed a statistically significant difference between schools that did
and did not achieve AYP (t = 5.31, df = 155, p < .001). Schools that achieved AYP (M =
556.55, SD = 118.42) reported significantly higher levels of satisfaction with the overall
health of their school compared with schools that did not achieve AYP (M = 451.72, SD
= 128.98).

Table 4
Means and Standard Deviations for OHI-E Index

Variable

Overall Index
of School
Health

AYP

N

M

SD

Achieved AYP

85

556.54

118.42

Did Not Achieve AYP

72

451.71

128.98

Note: AYP achieved schools have significantly higher overall Index scores than schools
who did not achieve AYP, t(155) = 5.305, p < .001.
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Research Question 1
Investigated in the first question was the extent of relationship between teacher
perceptions of their schools’ academic emphasis contingent of their school’s either
achieving or not achieving AYP for two or more consecutive years.
The data analyzed revealed some significant differences between the subscales of
academic emphasis and increases and decreases in student achievement (Table 5). An
independent samples t-test was conducted to examine whether there was a significant
difference in schools that did or did not achieve AYP in relation to academic emphasis.
The test revealed a significant difference in schools that achieved and did not achieve
AYP (t = 3.43, df = 15, p < .001). Schools who achieved AYP (M = 13.74, SD = 2.95)
reported significantly higher levels of satisfaction with the overall academic achievement
at their school than schools that did not achieve AYP (M = 13.74, SD = 2.69).

Table 5
Means and Standard Deviations for Academic Emphasis
Variable
AE-Academic
Emphasis

AYP

N

M

SD

Achieved AYP

84

13.73

2.95

Did not achieve
69
12.15
2.69
AYP
Note: AYP achieved schools have significantly higher mean AE score than schools
who did not achieve AYP, t(151) = 3.425, p < .001.
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Research Question 2
Investigated in the second question was the extent of relationship between teacher
perceptions of their schools’ teacher affiliation depending on their school’s either
achieving or not achieving AYP for two or more consecutive years.
An independent samples t-test was conducted to determine whether there was a
significant difference between schools that did and did not achieve AYP in relation to
teacher affiliation (Table 6). The test indicated a statistically significant difference
between schools that did and did not achieve AYP (t = 6.53, df = 149, p < .001). Schools
that did not achieve AYP (M = 24.37, SD = 4.88) reported significantly lower levels of
satisfaction with teacher affiliation than did schools that achieved AYP (M = 29.41, SD =
4.54).
Research Question 3
Investigated in the third question was the extent of relationship between teacher's
perceptions of their schools’ administrative leadership based upon their school’s either
achieving or not achieving AYP for two or more consecutive years.
An independent samples t-test revealed there was a significant difference between
schools that did and did not achieve AYP as it relations to teachers’ satisfaction with
administrative leadership (Table 7). Moreover, the test indicated a statistically significant
difference between schools that achieved and did not achieve AYP (t = 5.38, df = 147, p
< .001). Schools that achieved AYP (M = 32.56, SD = 5.96) reported significantly higher
levels of satisfaction with administrative leadership than did schools that did not achieve
AYP (M = 27.0, SD = 6.65).
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Research Question 4
Question 4 investigated the extent of relationship between teacher perceptions of
their schools’ resource influence contingent of their school’s either achieving or not
achieving AYP for two or more consecutive years.
Using an independent samples t-test, a statistically significant relationship was
revealed between schools that did and did not achieve AYP as it relates to resource
influence (t = 5.33, df = 147, p < .001). Schools that did achieve AYP (M = 17.83, SD =
4.43) reported significantly lower levels of satisfaction with resource influence than did
schools that achieved AYP (M = 21.44, SD = 3.85) (Table 8).

Table 6
Means and Standard Deviations for Teacher Affiliation
Variable
TA-Teacher
Affiliation

AYP

N

M

SD

Achieved AYP

84

29.41

4.54

Did not achieve
69
24.37
4.88
AYP
Note: AYP achieved schools have significantly higher mean TA score than schools
who did not achieve AYP, t(147) = 6.53, p < .001.
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Table 7
Means and Standard Deviations for Administrative Leadership
Variable
AL-Administrative
Leadership

AYP

N

M

SD

Achieved AYP

80

32.56

5.96

Did not achieve
69
27.00
6.65
AYP
Note: AYP achieved schools have significantly higher mean AL score than schools
who did not achieve AYP, t(147) = 5.381, p < .001.

Table 8
Means and Standard Deviations for Resource Influence
Variable
RI-Resource
Influence

AYP

N

M

SD

Achieved AYP

79

21.44

3.84

Did not achieve
70
17.83
4.43
AYP
Note: AYP achieved schools have significantly higher mean RI score than schools
who did not achieve AYP, t(147) = 5.334, p < .001.

Research Question 5
The last question investigated the extent of relationship between teacher
perceptions of their schools’ institutional integrity contingent of their school’s either
achieving or not achieving AYP for two or more consecutive years.
No statistically significant relationship existed between institutional integrity and
schools that did and did not achievement AYP (Table 9). Furthermore, results from the
independent samples t-test indicated there was not a statistically significant difference
between institutional integrity and schools that did and did not achieve AYP (t = .366, df
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= 150, p = .715). Schools that achieved AYP (M = 18.87, SD = 2.93) indicated similar
levels of satisfaction with the overall institutional integrity, compared with schools that
did not achieve AYP (M = 18.68, SD = 3.34).

Table 9
Means and Standard Deviations for Institutional Integrity
Variable
II-Institutional
Integrity

AYP

N

M

SD

Achieved AYP

80

18.86

2.92

Did not achieve
69
18.68
3.34
AYP
Note: AYP achieved schools and non- AYP achieved schools had similar (equal) II
scores, t(150) = .366, p < .001.

Summary
The results of the data analyses were presented in this chapter. The data were
analyzed through the use of Independent t-test using the software SPSS. The results
indicate a strong relationship between school climate and student achievement. A strong
relationship was also indicated in the areas of academic emphasis, administrative
leadership, resource influence, and teacher affiliation. However, a weak relationship was
found with institutional integrity.
Chapter 4 provides discussions, implications, and recommendations for further
research.
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Chapter 4
Discussion, Implications, Recommendations
Introduction
This study examined the relationship between the factors of organizational health
and student achievement gains and decreases. Schools are challenged with the task of
improving their students’ academic achievement regardless of the backgrounds from
which the students who they serve come. Previous research has revealed areas that the
school can control that can affect achievement of their students (Armstrong, 1999;
Brookover et al., 1978; Hoy & Ferguson, 1985; Jansen, 1995; Munoz & Dossett, 2001;
Sweetland & Hoy, 2000). Organizational health has been identified as one such area. The
questions in this study sought to examine what relationship exists, if any, between
organizational health and student achievement gains and decreases.
Student Achievement and Overall Organizational Health
The overarching question was: Is there a statistically significant difference in
elementary teachers’ perceptions of their schools’ overall organizational health as
measured by the OHI-E contingent of their school’s either achieving or not achieving
AYP for two or more consecutive years, within the same southern urban school district
for the period of 2009-2011.
Based on the findings of this study, a strong correlation was present between the
OHI-E index and schools that achieved and did not achieve AYP, which is consistent
with findings outlined in the literature review. Thus, schools that achieved AYP had
higher levels of satisfaction with the overall health of their school compared with schools
that did not achieve AYP. A possible reason for the higher achievement is teacher
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empowerment. If teachers are empowered to make classroom and instructional decisions,
then they will come to believe that the faculty, as a collective, has the power to overcome
external influences and in turn successfully educate students (Sweetland & Hoy, 2000).
Thus, empowering teachers at the school level can influence the overall health of the
school. Conversely, teachers of schools who did not achieve AYP experienced lower
levels of satisfaction. Consequently, teachers at these schools did not believe their school
provided a learning environment that would allow students to be successful. This may be
attributed to the teachers’ lack of intrinsic motivation as well as consecutive years of poor
academic success. Although data from this research is based on two to three years of test
data, teachers’ attitudes toward the overall health of their organization seems to be a
strong predictor of student achievement.
Student Achievement and Academic Emphasis
The first research question was: Is there a statistically significant difference in
elementary teachers’ perception of their school’s “academic emphasis” as measured by
the Organizational Health Inventory, contingent on their school’s either achieving or not
achieving AYP for two or more consecutive years, within the same southern urban school
district, for the period 2009-2011?
Strong correlations were found between academic emphasis and schools that did
and did not achieve AYP. Teachers of schools who did not achieve AYP displayed lower
levels of expectations for students and indicated an orderly environment was not
maintained at their school. The lack of academic emphasis, in turn, may have had an
effect on schools that did not achieve AYP. One of the main reasons for lack of academic
emphasis could be the lack of time in which teachers are allowed to adequately plan for
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instruction. The lack of planning time is directly related to the importance in which
school administration places on academic achievement at their school. Thus, support
from school administration is needed to ensure academic emphasis is stressed. On the
other hand, schools achieving AYP experienced higher student achievement. Sufficient
instructional planning may have been attributed to their success as an AYP achieving
school.
Student Achievement and Teacher Affiliation
The second research question was: Is there a statistically significant difference in
elementary teachers’ perception of their school’s “teacher affiliation” as measured by the
Organizational Health Inventory, contingent on their school’s either achieving or not
achieving AYP for two or more consecutive years, within the same southern urban school
district, for the period 2009-2011?
Teachers of schools that achieved AYP for two or more consecutive years
reported higher levels of satisfaction. Therefore, teachers at higher performing schools
tend to exhibit friendliness and support towards one another. Teachers may be able to get
along with one another on both a professional and personal level. During these friendly
exchanges, teachers could possibly receive the opportunity to exchange instructional
strategies. This collegiality displayed among teachers at school achieving AYP may have
contributed to student academic success. Conversely, schools failing to meet AYP may
have lacked the teacher collaboration that is necessary to ensuring student success. If
teacher affiliation had a stronger presence in these schools, teachers would be able to
collaborate more thus increasing student achievement. Hence, teacher affiliation is
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needed in order to allow teachers to exchange instructional ideas as well as increases
student achievement.
Student Achievement and Administrative Leadership
The third research question was: Is there a statistically significant difference in
elementary teachers’ perceptions of their school’s “administrative leadership” as
measured by the Organizational Health Inventory, contingent on their school’s either
achieving or not achieving AYP for two or more consecutive years, within the same
southern urban school district, for the period 2009-2011?
Schools not achieving AYP for two or more consecutive years reported less
satisfaction with their administrative leadership. Thus, teachers believe they do not have
full support of their administration in order to perform successfully as a teacher.
Moreover, teachers may believe they have lack of support in the areas of student
discipline and maintaining student success. As a school with lower student achievement,
teachers must have the backing and encouragement of a strong administration to ensure
success of not only students but also teachers. Higher achievement schools, on the other
hand, indicated higher levels of satisfaction. These schools have the support of their
administration and may feel comfortable with sharing concerns they may have. The
administration values their teachers and ensures they receive the necessary assistance to
ensure student success.
Student Achievement and Resource Support
The fourth research question was: Is there a statistically significant difference in
elementary teachers’ perceptions of their school’s “resource support” as measured by the
Organizational Health Inventory, contingent on their school’s either achieving or not
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achieving AYP for two or more consecutive years, within the same southern urban school
district, for the period 2009-2011?
Findings from this study indicate the availability of instructional resources does
influence student achievement. Moreover, teachers of schools that achieved AYP
reported higher levels of satisfaction in resource support compared with teachers of
schools that did not achieve AYP. Supporting teachers through instructional resources
allow teachers to offer differentiated instruction in order to address various learning
styles of students. In addition, this further support literature claims that the amount of
resources does influence student achievement (Brookover et al., 1978). Schools of
teachers that indicated they were not content with the resource have caused a negative
influence on instruction. Resource support may be lacking because of misappropriation of
funds on the administration part. Additionally, low enrollment which is closely connected
to per pupil expenditure, may have affected the funding of schools not achieving AYP,
thus resulting in lack of resource support for teachers. Based on the findings, resource
support directly influences academic achievement.
Student Achievement and Institutional Integrity
The fifth research question was: Is there a statistically significant difference in
elementary teachers’ perception of their school’s “institutional integrity” as measured by
the Organizational Health Inventory, contingent on their school’s either achieving or not
achieving AYP for two or more consecutive years, within the same southern urban school
district, for the period 2009-2011?
Unlike the previous factors of organizational health, institutional integrity did not
indicate a statistically significant difference with schools that did and did not achieve
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AYP. In fact, both sets of school reported a similar level of satisfaction. Thus, both sets
of schools’ institutional integrity did not have any bearing on its academic performance.
The level of satisfaction displayed by teachers that did and did not achieve AYP may
have derived from levels of parental and community support in their classrooms, which in
turn provides additional support in the classroom. Moreover, by having an “open door”
policy for the community, both schools that achieved and did not achieve AYP allow for
collaborations to occur, resulting in higher achievement of students.
Student Achievement and Demographics of AYP and Non-AYP Achieving Schools
Although this study sought to examine the relationship between the factors of
organizational health and student achievement gains and decreases, interesting findings
were revealed as it relates to demographics. Based on the findings, teachers from schools
who did not achieve AYP had more teachers teaching in grades Pre-kindergarten through
second grade as opposed to teachers from AYP achieving schools. The grade level taught
by teachers may have had an impact on their student’s achievement. Teachers in lower
grades are faced with the challenge of preparing students for standardized tests in which
they will encounter in grades three and up. Teachers in turn may lose focus on teaching
students subject matter, thus causing achievement failure. In addition, schools that
achieved AYP had a higher percentage of teachers who had taught 10 or more years. This
finding may indicate teachers with more experiences are able to utilize their years of
expertise to effectively influence student success. In contrast, schools that did not achieve
AYP had a higher percentage of teachers with fewer years of teaching experience.
Teachers with less teaching experience may be overwhelmed with policies, testing, and
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classroom management, which may collectively create difficulty in achieving student
academic success.
Implications
School administrators can benefit from the findings of this study. First, they
should become aware of the importance of regularly measuring the organizational health
in their school. Several factors that affect student achievement fall outside of the control
of the school. However, organizational health is one factor that has been demonstrated to
affect student achievement that is within the control of the school. The areas of academic
emphasis, teacher affiliation, and administrative leadership all appear to have a strong
impact on student achievement. School leaders should take this into account and guide
their schools with the knowledge that high but attainable expectations and an
environment that respects knowledge can help lead to improved student achievement.
Another point for school leaders to consider is their relationship with the parents and
community that their school serves. Findings from this study suggest that schools with
open, trusting relationships with community members and parents have better success in
transferring the benefits of those relationships to the betterment of their students.
Recommendations for Further Research
The findings of this study offer implications for future researchers who may be
interested in studying organizational health and student achievement gains and decreases.
This study could be replicated among a larger population of public schools to
include high schools and middle schools. Data collected from other populations could
allow school leaders to analyze the relationship between organizational health and
student achievement on a larger scale. In addition, using an elementary school as the unit
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of analysis could shed light on the organizational health of other populations and the
affects on student outcomes.
The scope of research for this study was limited to organizational health, thus
future research could include additional variables that contribute to the overall school
environment. Such factors related to a school’s geographical location, the physical school
building, and student enrollment and attrition could all be investigated. Socioeconomic
factors, which have been shown to have a strong correlation to student outcomes
(Maylone, 2002), would also be appropriate in further research in the area of
organizational health.
Finally, a qualitative or mixed-methods study could be utilized to further
investigate how organizational health contributes to the school environment and plays a
role in the learning process. Conducting a study that seeks a deeper understanding of a
teacher’s perspective on teacher beliefs, values, and attitudes, as well as those of the
principal and students would add additional knowledge to this topic. Using observations
and interviews, a researcher could gather empirical data that was not revealed by this
quantitative research study.
Summary
Chapter 4 provided a discussion of the findings, implications, and
recommendations for possible areas of further research. This research concluded that
there is a relationship between organizational health and student gain and decreases,
based on data from select Southern urban elementary schools.
The results for this study could be used as a basis for additional research in the
area of organizational health and student gains and decreases. Continued research in the
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areas of organizational health and student achievement, and other variables surrounding
the learning environment, may allow school leaders to establish and maintain healthier
schools and ultimately improve student outcomes.
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Appendix A

Dear Dr. Sargent:
My name is Fatima Ferguson and I am a doctoral student at the University of Memphis.
As part of my dissertation study, I wish to conduct research involving the investigation of
the relationship between school climate factors and student achievement gains and
decreases in a southern urban school system. The study would involve surveying inservice teachers of schools who achieved and did achieve Average Yearly Progress
(AYP) during the 2009-2011 school years. I am certain that this study will not pose any
unusual risk to the participants. I am hopeful that the results of this study will benefit the
Jackson Public School District and possibly our state about the effects of school climate
on student achievement. The confidentiality of the teachers’ identity will be protected
throughout the study and will not be disclosed in the findings.
The purpose of this letter is to seek your approval to conduct this study in the Jackson
Public Schools District. Thank you for help in this endeavor and look forward to hearing
from you in this matter.

Sincerely,

Fatima Ferguson
Doctoral Student at the University of Memphis
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Appendix B

IRB Approval 2815
Hello,
The University of Memphis Institutional Review Board, FWA00006815, has reviewed
and approved your submission in accordance with all applicable statuses and regulations
as well as ethical principles.
PI NAME: Fatima Ferguson
CO-PI:
PROJECT TITLE: School Climate and Average Yearly Progress
FACULTY ADVISOR NAME (if applicable): Duane Giannangelo
IRB ID: #2815
APPROVAL DATE: 12/13/2013
EXPIRATION DATE: 12/12/2014
LEVEL OF REVIEW: Full Board
RISK LEVEL DETERMINATION:No more than minimal
Please Note: Modifications do not extend the expiration of the original approval

Approval of this project is given with the following obligations:
1. If this IRB approval has an expiration date, an approved renewal must be in
effect to continue the project prior to that date. If approval is not obtained, the
human consent form(s) and recruiting material(s) are no longer valid and any
research activities involving human subjects must stop.
2. When the project is finished or terminated, a completion form must be completed
and sent to the board.
3. No change may be made in the approved protocol without prior board approval,
whether the approved protocol was reviewed at the Exempt, Exedited or Full Board
level.
4. Exempt approval are considered to have no expiration date and no further review
is necessary unless the protocol needs modification.
Approval of this project is given with the following special obligations:
Thank you,

Ronnie Priest
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Appendix D

The University of Memphis

Volunteers Wanted for
Research Study
“The Effects of School Climate on Average Yearly
Progress”
The purpose of this study is to assess the effect of
school climate as it relates to Average Yearly Progress
(AYP) of schools. Specifically, the researcher will
examine the differences in school climate between
schools who achieved AYP and schools that did not
achieve AYP between 2009-2011 school years. If you
choose to take part in this study, you will be asked to
take part in a 10 minute survey by visiting the link
below.
To be eligible to complete this survey, you must
be an in-service teacher employed with the
Jackson Public School District. By participating
in this survey, you will assist district leaders in
determining school climate factors that
contribute to academic achievement.
For information email Fatima Ferguson at fkfrgson@memphis.edu
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Appendix E

Organizational Health Survey-Elementary School
1. What is your gender?

□Male □Female
2. With which of the following racial/ethnic groups do you most
identify?

□White □Black or African American □Hispanic □Hawaiian or Pacific
Islander □Asian □Native American □Other group (Please specify
__________________

3. At which of the following schools do you teach?

□Baker □Barr □Boyd □Casey □Galloway □ Johnson □Lake
□McLeod □McWillie □Oak Forest □Power □Timberlawn □Van Winkle
□Walton □Watkins
4. What grade level(s) do you currently teach? Please mark all that
apply.

□Pre-Kindergarten □Kindergarten
□Grade Three

□Grade Four

□Grade One

□Grade Two

□Grade Five

5. To the nearest year, how many years have you been teaching at your
current school?

□one □two □three □four □five □six □seven □eight □nine □ten
□eleven □twelve □thirteen □fourteen □fifteen □sixteen □seventeen
□eighteen □nineteen □twenty □twenty-one □twenty-two □twenty-three
□twenty-four □twenty-five □more than twenty-five
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6. What is the highest degree you have earned?

□Bachelors □Masters □Doctorate

Other (please specify) ________________

Directions: Please indicate the extent to which each of the following statements
characterizes your school. Choose from (1) rarely occurs, (2) sometimes occurs,
(3) often occurs, and (4) very frequently occurs
Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Occurs

Occurs

Occurs

The principal explores all sides of
topics and admits that other
opinions exist.
The principal gets what he or she
asks for from superiors.
The principal discusses classroom
issues with teachers.
The principal accepts questions
without appearing to snub or quash
the teacher.
Extra materials are available if
requested.
Students neglect to complete
homework.
Students are cooperative during
classroom instruction.
The school is vulnerable to outside
pressures.
The principal is able to influence
the actions of his or her superiors.
The principal treats all faculty
members as his or her equal.
The principal goes out of his or her
way to show appreciation to
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Very
Frequently
Occurs

teachers.
Teachers are provided with
adequate materials for their
classroom.
Teachers in this school like each
other.
Community demands are accepted
even when they are not consistent
with the educational program.
The principal conducts meaningful
evaluations.
Students respect others who get
good grades.
Teachers feel pressure from the
community.
The principal’s recommendations
are given serious consideration by
his or her superiors.
The principal maintains definite
standards of performance.
Supplementary materials are
available for classroom use.
Teachers exhibit friendliness to
each other.
Students seek work so they can get
good grades.
Teachers identify with the school.
Select citizen groups are influential
with the board.
The principal looks out for the
personal welfare of faculty
members.
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Teachers express pride in their
school.
The school is open to the whims of
the public.
A few vocal parents can change
school policy.
Students try hard to improve on
previous work.
Teachers accomplish their jobs
with enthusiasm.
The learning environment is
orderly and serious.
The principal is friendly and
approachable.
There is a feeling of trust and
confidence among staff.
Teachers show commitment to
their students.
Teachers are indifferent to each
other.
The principal lets faculty know
what is expected of them.
Teachers receive necessary
classroom supplies.
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